a b s t r a c t Grillo and Costa (2014) claim that Relative-Clause attachment ambiguity resolution is largely dependent on whether or not a Pseudo-Relative interpretation is available. Data from Italian, and other languages allowing Pseudo-Relatives, support this hypothesis. Pseudo-Relative availability, however, covaries with the semantics of the main predicate (e.g., perceptual vs. stative). Experiment 1 assesses whether this predicate distinction alone can account for prior attachment results by testing it with a language that disallows Pseudo-Relatives (i.e. English). Low Attachment was found independent of Predicate-Type. Predicate-Type did however have a minor modulatory role. Experiment 2 shows that English, traditionally classified as a Low Attachment language, can demonstrate High Attachment with sentences globally ambiguous between a Small-Clause and a reduced Relative-Clause interpretation. These results support a grammatical account of previous effects and provide novel evidence for the parser's preference of a Small-Clause over a Restrictive interpretation, crosslinguistically.
Introduction
The primary goal of psycholinguistics is to build a universal model of language processing in which crosslinguistic variation is grounded in language specific grammatical properties. Crosslinguistic variation in parsing preferences that does not stem from a grammatical distinction poses challenges to theories of parsing (Fodor, 1998a (Fodor, , 1998b . Indeed, the language dependent preference for either high or low attachment of the Relative Clause (RC) in (1) (first observed by Cuetos & Mitchell, 1988 and replicated by many others) 1 has generated extensive investigation,
given there was no known grammatical distinction until recent work by Grillo (2012) and Grillo and Costa (2014) . Speakers of English show an overall Low Attachment (LA) preference (i.e., attaching to the actress in (1)), while speakers of Spanish, i.a., demonstrate a High Attachment (HA) preference (attaching to the maid in (1)).
(1) a. Several earlier accounts for these results have captured some essential aspect of the phenomenon but not its entirety. Previous accounts include (i) assuming modification by RCs, and other non-primary relations, being parsed using a variety of non-structural principles (Gilboy, Sopena, Clifton, & Frazier, 1995) ; (ii) differences in frequency of exposure to HA vs. LA structures (Mitchell & Cuetos, 1991) ; (iii) parametrization of parsing principles (Gibson, Pearlmutter, Canseco-Gonzalez, & Hickok, 1996) , (iv) crosslinguistic differences in prosody (Fodor, 2002) ; and (v) crosslinguistic differences in the relativizing element (Hemforth, Konieczny, Scheepers, & Strube, 1998) . In more recent work, Hemforth et al. (in press) argues that crosslinguistic differences are more limited in scope than initially presumed and are largely based on independent grammatical properties of the languages under scrutiny. Similarly, Grillo (2012) and Grillo and Costa (2014) discuss a particular crosslinguistic grammatical variable that could explain the remaining variability: Pseudo-Relative (PR) availability.
Grillo (2012) and Grillo and Costa (2014) identified a grammatical confound in the RC attachment literature: an asymmetric availability of Pseudo-Relatives (PR) across languages and structures. The PR is string identical to an RC, but the two differ from each other structurally and interpretively. RCs (1) modify Noun-Phrases (NPs) and denote properties of entities, while PRs (2-a) are either complements or adjuncts of Verb-Phrases (VPs) and denote events, much like the English eventive Small-Clause http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.07.018 0010-0277/Ó 2015 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
